The authors offer review of systems of periodization dealing with issues of the Urnfield Period in Slovakia. They refer to the general principles on which chronological and synchronisation models are based, but also on their creation and use. The elements of current periodization of the Bronze Age have been evolving in Europe since the late 19 th and the early 20 th centuries (O. Montelius, P. Reinecke), and these systems were further developed. Specifically, the authors deal with more than twenty systems of periodization and synchronisation, which are gradually discussed and then introduced schematically. These systems were developed by Slovak researchers (M. Novotná, V. Furmánek, S. Demeterová and others) during the 20 th and the early 21 st centuries. In modified form, these systems are being used to study the Urnfield Period up to the present day. At present there is a large number of different systems of periodization not only in Slovakia, but also neighbouring countries, which indeed facilitate, but at the same time complicate communication among researchers.
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One of the dominant entities of any historical research is the phenomenon of time. Great and certainly well-deserved attention has been paid to the issues of chronology, periodization and synchronisation of the Bronze Age throughout Europe. In all prehistoric periods there is relative chronology and absolute chronology. The relative chronology determines the age of a feature or event relative to the age of other features or events.
Relative chronology is based on several principles.
The first one is synchronisation, i.e. a coincidence in time, comparability and synchronisation of two or more historical events and processes. It is used in chronological comparison of historical, economic and social development of territories, archaeological cultures, events, features and so on. Basically there are two types of synchronisation.
First, it is the synchronisation of relative chronology with data of absolute chronology. In principle, this means that time-anonymous archaeological sources, dated only approximately by relative chronology, are synchronized with known dates and accurately dated historical events and eras. Second, it is a struggle to find a coincidence in time between two or more systems of relative chronology in neighbouring or farther regions. There is used the evidence of cultural interactions, typology and also detailed system of time horizons within the frame. Vertical and horizontal stratigraphy, methods of combinatorial data analysis based on the principles of formal logic, statistics, but especially seriation, cluster analysis or analyses of stylistic similarities. This results in comparative regional and trans-regional schemes of relative chronology of different time periods in prehistory and early history.
The second principle of relative chronology is typology. Typology is basically a method of scientific inquiry, based on organization of portable artefacts or events into types through type being a general and individualized model at the same time. In archaeology it is a classic method of analysis and classification of prehistoric monuments by material, shape, decoration etc. It is based on the premise that between a manufacturer and a product was a dialectical relationship that left clear traces on the resulting products, visible, for example, in changes of shape, ornament, technology and function. Typological method was applied in archaeology already at the end of the 19 th century mainly by Swedish researcher H. Hildebrand, but especially O. Montelius (1885; 1917) . He applied his typological principles of chronological dating method to the Bronze Age artefacts in Scandinavia.
The success of Montelius relative chronological dating method of the Nordic Bronze Age, used even at present time, resides in the application of typological method with methodological rigour on suitable assemblage (bronze artefacts) in relatively constant historical environment (with no major external intervention). Typology in the original concept can actually be seen as application of Darwinism in archaeology. It was assumed that archaeological entities are behaving like living organisms. Later it was found that the mechanical application of the laws of evolution into products of human activity is not entirely correct.
A gradual suspicion of classical typological methods has started especially since the 1950s. It also meant a departure from constructing isolated typological series, which would be seen as a basis for chronological and historical conclusions. At present, the typology is still used in archaeology, but only as part of a comprehensive structural analysis of large archaeological assemblages. It is notably reflected in modern analytical and spatial archaeology. Those methods are approaching the sources objectively, not generating pre-shaped, functional or technical elements that might reflect developmental changes, but are verified using mathematical and statistical methods.
Stratigraphy is another principle. It is derived from the methods of geology. It consists of records of the sequence of geological strata. This is based on a premise that the bottom intact layer is older than the upper. It is a stratigraphic presupposition. In addition, there is also not entirely fortunate term of horizontal (lateral) stratigraphy, whereby it is assumed that two adjacent archaeological contexts were in a particular diachronic status.
Periodization of Slovak archaeology is based on well-known, widely accepted European schemes of periodization and modified to the conditions of prehistory and early history in Slovakia. Comprehensive and yet basically accepted system of periodization and chronology of Slovak prehistory and early history was published in Slovenská Archeológia in the early 1980s and in broad outlines, with only small corrections it is used up to the present day (Chropovský 1980) . According to him, the Stone Age is divided into Early (Palaeolithic), Middle (Mesolithic), New (Neolithic) and Late (Aeneolithic). Palaeolithic is subdivided into early, middle, upper and late, Neolithic to the Early, Middle and Late and so is Aeneolithic. The Bronze Age is divided into Early, Middle and Late.
On these principles chronological models and models of periodization and synchronisation were based and developed to study the Urnfield Period in Slovakia. Periodization of the Bronze Age, like any other periodization of prehistory, is a pragmatic tool and allows for a better orientation in the flow of prehistoric history. Basic tenets of existing periodization of the Bronze Age in Central, Western and Northern Europe were developed by O. Montelius (1885; 1917) and for Central Europe, mostly by P. Reinecke (1899; 1901; 1924 ). Reinecke`s system has been gradually refined (Furmánek 1977a) . The detailed and exhaustive summary of the main Central European systems of periodization has been introduced repeatedly, apparently even too minutely (Gumă 1993) , therefore here we only refer to their complex publishing in Slovakia and Germany (Furmánek et al. 1991, 21-28; 1999, 12-18) .
We emphasize that in Slovakia it is currently mainly used for comparative chronological and regional system of synchronisation, which was launched for application in a volume of Prähistorische Bronzefunde (Jockenhövel 1974; Müller-Karpe 1974) . This means that according to this model the Bronze Age in Slovakia is divided into the Early, Middle and Late. Within the established symbols these are stages BA, BB, BC, BD, HA, HB and other refinements (Furmánek et al. 1991, 21-28; 1999, 12-14) . Albrecht Jockenhövel (1971, Abb. 3) was the first to publish a detailed and geographically extensive synchronisation table of Central European Urnfield cultures and already mentioned chronological and regional system of synchronisation ( Fig. 1; Jockenhövel 1974, 69) . Attempts to create new synchronisation for the Carpathian region from the existing schemes are well known today as well (Przybyła 2009, 51, fig. 4 ).
Earlier work of fundamental importance concerning the issues of Slovak prehistory (Budinský-Krička 1947; Eisner 1933) paid only marginal attention to the periodization of the Urnfield Period. This time period was only divided into Early, Middle and Late Bronze Ages and then further analysed according to defined archaeological cultures.
For periodization of the Urnfield Period M. Novotná has done a tremendous job. She was the first to publish in the monograph dedicated to the bronze hoards of the Urnfield Period in Slovakia (Novotná 1970, 15 , Tabelle 1) a brief outline of periodization and its synchronisation with systems of periodization (Fig. 2) developed by W.A. Brunn, A. Mozsolics, H. Müller-Karpe, M. Petrescu-Dîmboviţa a M. Rusu. She has further refined the system of periodization and synchronisation in further publications (Fig. 3-5 ) of the Prähistorische Bronzefunde (Novotná 1980, 3, Abb. 1; 1984, 8, Abb. 1; 2001, 3, Abb. 1; Furmánek, Novotná 2006, 65, Abb. 2) .
Since 1977 V. Furmánek has studied the periodization and synchronisation of historical development in the northern part of the
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Carpathian Basin in the Bronze Age. He submitted extensive and detailed commentary on this issue not only on the pages of Archeologické rozhledy in Czech Republic ( Fig. 6; Furmánek 1977a , 557, obr. 1), but also in England ( Fig. 7; Furmánek 1980a, 124) . On the occasion of monographic elaboration of the Piliny Culture his scheme of periodization was published in German ( Fig. 8; Furmánek 1977b , 255, Abb. 1).
Of these tables of chronology and synchronisation their modified versions were created (Fig. 9-12) , in which archaeological cultures of the Bronze Age in Slovakia have been added and synchronized with the overall system of periodization (Furmánek 1980b, 5, Abb. 1; Furmánek, Veliačik, Vladár 1991, 20; 1999, 13, Tabelle 1; Furmánek, Novotná 2006, 6, Abb. 1) . Archaeological cultures of the Bronze Age have also been synchronised on the occasion of publication of "The draft of chronology" in the volume Slovenská archeológia ( Fig. 13 ; Furmánek, Veliačik 1980, 161) , in so-called Mexican volume ( Fig. 14;  Furmánek 1981, 63, fig. 1 ) and only the Urnfield cultures in materials of XIII World Archaeological Congress in Forlì ( Fig. 15; Furmánek  1996, 136, fig. 1 ).
Chronological and synchronisation tables are specific, comparing the historical development of ancient civilizations from the 24 th till the 8 th century BC with the cultural and historical development of the Bronze Age in Slovakia. For both ancient civilizations as well as Slovakia there are used the same years BC. In the Ancient world section there are datable historical events in chronological order. Their equivalent in Slovakia`s section are individual archaeological cultures, word division of cultural and historical development to the Early, Middle and Late Bronze Ages respectively, and significant archaeological sites with dating.
Such synchronisation table was first used in the monograph L´età d´oro dei Carpazi (Furmánek, Kruta 2002, 25) , in which Slovak archaeological cultures with absolute data are compared with ancient historical events and cultural-historical situation in the north of Italy (Fig. 16) . A similar concept, also in chronological and synchronisation table, was published in the monograph Zlatý vek v Karpatoch (Fig. 17) . Instead of archaeological cultures, significant archaeological sites along with expected time of duration were listed (Furmánek 2004, 19, obr. 3) . According to it, synchronisation of the events of most ancient civilizations with best examined site of the Urnfield Period in Radzovce has been created ( Fig. 18; Furmánek 1990 , 17, tab. 1). Recently, this principle was applied in another monograph on the Bronze Age in Slovakia (Furmánek 2015, 15, fig. 1 ).
Inspiring and important are some systems of periodization of archaeological cultures of the Urnfield Period. They were presented either in the form of transparent tables or writing (e.g. Kotorová-Jenčová 2010). Ladislav Veliačik (1983) , starting from the synchronisation of the Bronze Age in Slovakia (Furmánek 1977a, 557) submitted an excellent periodization and synchronisation of the Slovak branch of the Lusatian Culture (Fig. 19) . He compared its duration not only with the so-called Frankfurt School system of periodization, but also with the North European system of synchronisation created by O. Montelius (1917) , and periodization of the Lusatian Culture in Bohemia, Moravia and Silesia (Veliačik 1983, 172, obr. 8) . Synchronisation tables made for Suciu de Sus (Fig. 20) and Gáva Cultures (Fig. 21) published by S. Demeterová are similar (1984, 17, obr. 3; 1986, 109, obr. 2) .
However, it should be noted that at times some attempts to replace these commonly applied systems of synchronisation with another system have appeared, which probably better affected history of the Bronze Age in the Carpathian region and in the broader Eurasia (Lichardus, Vladár 1996, 29-33) . It was like an attempt on the new relative chronology, although not all over Slovakia, but only in the south-western part (Lichardus, Vladár 1997, 289, Abb. 11) . This attempt was undoubtedly interesting and well-founded by archaeological material which has not been accepted in practice so far.
In conclusion, the present study summarizes systems of periodization developed and used for the study of the Urnfield Period in Slovakia. Its purpose is to comprehensively inform colleagues abroad who are dealing with the issues of Central European Urnfield cultures what systems of synchronisation of the Urnfield Period were used in the past and those used now. The current state of this issue truly reflects the chronological and synchronisation table of the Bronze Age in Slovakia ( Fig. 22; Furmánek 2015, 16, fig. 2 ).
